Fatigue properties and damage mechanism of modified PC based GFRP by 安藤 誠人 et al.
変性PCを用いたGFRPの疲労特性と損傷機構の考察







その他のタイトル Fatigue properties and damage mechanism of
modified PC based GFRP
URL http://hdl.handle.net/10228/5880
doi: info:doi/10.1299/transjsme.2014smm0185
Kikai, Gijyutsu and Tokyo, Transactions of the JSME (in Japanese), Vol. 00, No. 00 (2014) 
[DOI: 10.1299/transjsme.2014xxx000x]                                      © 2014 The Japan Society of Mechanical Engineers 
 
?? PC???? GFRP????????????? 
?? ??*1??? ??*2??? ??*3??? ??*4??? ??*5 
Fatigue properties and damage mechanism of modified PC based GFRP  
Makoto ANDO*1, Kyosuke SATO*2, Yoshihito KUROSHIMA*3, 
Nao-Aki NODA*4 and Hidetoshi TAKEDA*5 
*1,*5 Idemitsu Kosan Co., Ltd. Advanced Technology Research Laboratories 
1-1Anesakikaigan, Ichihara-shi, Chiba, 299-0193 Japan 
*2,*3,*4 Department of Mechanical and Control Engineering, Kyushu Institute of Technology,  
1-1 Sensui-cho, Tobata-ku, Kitakyushu-shi, Fukuoka, 804-8550 Japan 
Received dd mm yyyy 
Abstract  
In this study, for the matrix / fiber interface strength is investigated in the fatigue experiment for the glass-fiber reinforcing 
polycarbonate (GFPC). Here the effect of modified PC resin is discussed when Epoxy (EP) or Polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) 
are blended into PC. The microscopic damage process and fracture surface is examined through the optical microscope and 
the scanning electron microscope. The EP and PDMS are found to improve the matrix / fiber interface strength since they 
may control crack propagation along the fiber. Tensile testing also shows that in modified PC the critical fiber length is quite 
shorter than the one in standard GFPC. Although the interface strength is improved, the fatigue lifetime of PC-PDMS is 
found to decrease because many crack tend to initiate and propagate around the fiber ends.  
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Fig. 3 Observation method of damage process. The 
internal damage of the test specimen is 










Table 1 Material composition and Mechanical properties. 
Fig. 1 Shape of specimen for fatigue test. 
Fig. 2 Shape of specimen for fatigue crack 



































Fatigue crack propagation 
rate, Fig. 12 ΔK=1 
m/cycle 
PC 100 0 0 0 73 2.3 111 84.7 3?10-8 
PC-PDMS 95 0 0 5 65 2.1 109 90.1 7?10-8 
GFPC 70 30 0 0 129 7.3 2.6 11.4 - 
GFPC-EP  68 30 2 0 144 7.6 2.8 10.9 - 
GFPC-PDMS 66.5 30 0 3.5 126 7.1 2.8 16.0 - 
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Fig. 4 S-N curves of fatigue test at stress rate R=0 and frequency f=5Hz. The results for GFPC, GFPC-EP and 
GFPC-PDMS are plotted with the square (blue), triangle (red) and circle (green), respectively. Fatigue 
lifetime increases in GFPC-EP, but decreases in GFPC-PDMS compared with GFPC. 
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(a) GFPC (b) GFPC-EP 
Fig. 6 SEM micrographs of fracture surfaces of fatigue test.( σmax = 70MPa). In GFPC, GF exposed 
from PC is observed all the area of the fracture surface. Space is formed between PC at the 
bottom of exposed GF. In PC-EP and PC-PDMS, there is no exposed GF and most GFs are 
fractured. The interface is not debonded in most cases under high stress amplitude.  
(c) GFPC-PDMS 
Fig. 7 SEM micrographs of GFPC fracture surface of fatigue test.( σmax =40MPa). The 
fracture surface is nearly the same as that of GFPC-EP under low stress amplitude. 
crack origin 
1 mm 1 mm 1 mm
(a) GFPC (b) GFPC-EP 
Fig. 5 Microscope micrographs of fracture surfaces of fatigue test.(σmax = 70MPa). Although GFPC forms 
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Fig.8 The damage process of fatigue test. In GFPC, debonding is observed in the fiber edge at n/Nf=0.02. Then, debonding length 
increases with increasiy the number of fatigue loads. At n/Nf =0.8, debonding length reaches up to several 100 μm(s). In 
GFPC-EP and GFPC-PDMS, debonding is observed at the fiber edge at n/Nf =0.02. However, the debonding does not 
increases with increasiy the number of fatigue loads. 
(a) GFPC (b) GFPC-EP (c) GFPC-PDMS 
(c) PC-PDMS (σb=57.7MPa) (b) PC-EP (σb=62.2MPa) (a) PC (σb=62.4MPa) 
Fig.9 Optical microscope micrographs of the fiber fracture state after tensile test. The breaking fiber is denoted by arrows in 
the figure. In GFPC, GF is debonded but not fractured. In GFPC-EP and GFPC-PDMS, most GFs orientated to the 












Load axis 100μm 
n/Nf = 0.0 
n/Nf = 0.8 
n/Nf = 0.0 
n/Nf = 0.5 
n/Nf = 0.02 
n/Nf = 0.0 
n/Nf = 0.02 
n/Nf = 0.5 
n/Nf = 0.8 
n/Nf = 0.02 
n/Nf = 0.5 
n/Nf = 0.8 
Fiber breaking 
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Table 2 Critical fiber length and interfacial shear strength estimated by formulas (5) and (6). 
 
Critical fiber length Interfacial shear strength 
μm MPa 
GFPC* 590 32.4 
GFPC-EP 
Ave. 223 91.4 
S.D. 54 25.6 
GFPC-PDMS 
Ave. 255 80.9 
S.D. 68 24.7 
 
* Expected data from reference 
 Tanaka, and Ikuta, 1999 
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Fig. 10  Stiffness ratios of fatigue test at stress rate R=0 and frequency f=3Hz. The results for σmax=70, 60, 50 and 40MPa are plotted 
with the diamond-shaped (blue), square (red) triangle (green) and circle (purple), respectively. In GFPC and GFPC-PDMS, 
stiffness ratios decrease with increasiy the number of fatigue loads. fatigue loads. However, in GFPC-EP, it does not decrease. 
(b) GFPC-EP 
(c) GFPC-PDMS 
Fig. 11 SEM wide area observation images of the fracture surfaces of fatigue test. (σmax=70MPa) In GFPC-EP, 
the cracks initiate at several fiber ends. In GFPC-PDMS, cracks initiate at almost all fiber ends. 
(a) GFPC-EP (b) GFPC-PDMS 
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Fig. 12 Fatigue crack propagation rate of PC and PC-PDMS matrix as a function of stress intensity factor range. 
The results for GFPC and PC-PDMS matrix are plotted with the square (blue) and circle (green), 
respectively. Fatigue crack propagation rate of PC-PDMS matrix is faster as compared with PC matrix.  
Fig. 13 Fatigue damage models at high stress amplitude of GFPC, GFPC-EP and GFPC-PDMS. In GFPC,the 
interface is debonding. Both for GFPC-EP and GFPC-PDMS cracks initiate at fiber ends, but 
GFPDMS-PC cracks propagate and connect early. 
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